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Abstract 
 
Being held accountable for a decision can occur on several levels. You can be accountable to 
a group or to a superior. In this experiment a common resource dilemma was simulated in which 
participants observed the group members’ decisions and could punish when they considered it 
necessary (TPP- third party punishment). The third party punisher was able to punish a non-
cooperator (defector) or not. In this experiment the third party punisher was manipulated in terms of 
accountability. Accountability was manipulated in three levels; accountability to the whole group, 
accountability  to the experimenter, or no accountability (control). This conceptual replication of 
earlier research (Kurzban, DeScioli & O’Brien, 2007), in which they found that accountability to the 
group increased punishment, did not result in significant differences on punishment behavior 
between the accountability groups. In other words, the results from this earlier research have not 
been successfully replicated. Possible reasons for the unsuccessful replication are considered. Also 
suggestions for further research are provided.  
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Introduction 
 
Group leaders, CEO’s and decision makers often face difficult decisions. A lot can be 
dependent on an individual’s decision. Decisions range from policy changes to sanctioning 
individuals. These decisions are influenced by accountability. Accountability refers to the event of 
being held accountable for one’s decisions or actions. People can be held accountable by a group or a 
single individual. Even though accountability is not an undiscovered research domain, there are still 
several questions that remain unanswered (Kurzban, DeScioli & O’Brien, 2007).  
Accountability is not always straightforward. In modern life decisions are made on a daily 
basis concerning common resources. A few examples of a common resource dilemma are fishing, 
water consumption, and energy consumption. A common resource is accessible to the public and will 
deplete or be less valued if there is no constraint on usage of the good (Molenmaker, De 
Kwaadsteniet & Van Dijk, 2014). This constraint can be a personal decision or through legislation. 
Individuals maximize benefit when they make full use of these resources and do not constrain 
themselves from taking gains. Fact is, however, if all individuals act in their own self-interest, none of 
the resource will be left over. So there is a conflict between one’s private interests and collective 
interests (Dawes, 1980). A common resource is initially a collective good and gets private when 
individuals decide so (Van Dijk & Wilke, 1997). 
Social decisions are influenced by multiple factors. In earlier research, accountability has 
been highlighted as an important factor that influences social decision making, including punishment 
decisions. Milgram (1963) has made clear in his famous research on obedience that choice can be 
manipulated when authority and accountability get mixed up. Milgram (1963) made participants in 
his research give electric shocks to another individual as a punishment, as long as the experimenter 
told the participants to do so. The set-up was simple; An experimenter and a confederate cooperated 
in an experiment. One instructed the participant to give sequentially rising electric shocks (eventually 
lethal) to the other confederate in a different room. Audio was provided to communicate the pain 
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the confederate was (supposedly) suffering. The participant was asked to give electrical shocks each 
time the confederate answered a question wrong. The participant was not aware that a confederate 
was present (instead of a participant) and that this scene was a set-up. The participant was only 
aware of one researcher (the one giving the instructions) and thought the confederate was a 
participant as well. When participants believed they were not held responsible for their actions, but 
the instructor of the experiment was, more lethal shocks were given (Hamilton, 1978). Although 
Milgram’s research would not be ethical in modern times, it highlights the importance of 
accountability in social decision making. 
Punishment is an essential sanctioning choice in modern life, which can be used to stimulate 
cooperation in common resource dilemmas. Research has proven that after multiple exposures in 
sanctioning free institutions, in comparison to sanctioning institutions, the preference for the 
sanctioning free institution rises (Gürerk, Irlenbusch & Rockenbach, 2006). This means that, in the 
short run, individuals prefer a sanctioning free institution. However, in the long run these individuals 
would prefer a sanctioning institution over a free society (Gürerk, Irlenbusch & Rockenbach, 2006). If 
punishment is essential for institutionalized societies, what affects the decision of an individual to 
punish another? 
Previous research on social dilemmas has shown that participants punish more in common 
resource dilemmas than in public goods dilemmas (Molenmaker, De Kwaadsteniet & Van Dijk, 2014). 
This means that participants’ sanctioning differed in the setting it was situated in. A common 
resource dilemma makes participants less reluctant to punish. Molenmaker, De Kwaadsteniet & Van 
Dijk (2014), hypothesized that a common resource dilemma would induce more punishment for 
participants acting on behalf of their own private interest. If a participant would choose one’s private 
gains above the group benefits, he/she would be punished more often in comparison to a public 
goods dilemma. The reasoning for this was that a public goods dilemma would require an initial 
private contribution, and should therefore be encouraged when a participant shows collectively 
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positive behavior. Punishing non-contributors in a free-choice situation is less obvious then 
rewarding a contributor. A common resource dilemma would require a private constraint (not taking 
what is not yours), and therefore a punishment because of non-cooperative behavior could be more 
effective then rewarding a cooperator. 
TPP stands for third party punishments, it describes the phenomena of a social dilemma 
game, where a third party player (a participant in the game that is not effected by the outcomes of 
the game) will take part in sanctioning the participants in the game. The third party punisher can 
decide to punish or not. A player in the social dilemma also has two options, to cooperate or to 
defect. Cooperation means choosing the collective interest above one’s own interest. Defecting 
means choosing one’s private interest above the collective interest. 
In this research the main focus will be on third-party punishing behavior in common resource 
dilemmas. Fehr and Fischbacher (2004) have already proven the effectiveness of third party 
punishments in normative research. TPP is a used as a more successful tool in measuring normative 
punishment choices in comparison to second party punishment. They conclude that second party 
punishment (a punishment of a participating member in a social dilemma) is always biased by 
egocentric motives. TPP’s are not beneficial for the third party and therefore more normative in its 
judgement. It is in human nature to seek morality and justify this by punishment (Brown, 1991). This 
makes social dilemmas in combination with punishment effective in doing normative research (Fehr 
& Fischbacher, 2004). 
Being held accountable for a punishment decision can cause several effects within 
individuals. Accountability attributes the possible negative consequences (losses) of a decision to the 
decision maker (Tetlock & Boettger. 1989). Accountability can vary in different levels. In this research 
a distinction is made between accountability to the group versus accountability to a superordinate.  
Group level accountability means that the participant has to account for his/her decision to a group 
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(fictional). Superordinate accountability refers to the experimenter/supervisor guiding the research. 
In this second case, the participant has to account for his/her decision to the experimenter.   
The presence or cues of the presence of an audience influences decision making with respect 
to punishment (Kurzban, DeScioli & O’Brien, 2007). This presence (or cue of presence) of this 
audience can vary from 1 person, the experimenter, to multiple individuals in an experiment. This is 
interesting to test since the presence of other individuals differs in regular life.  Kurzban, DeScioli & 
O’Brien (2007) described audience effects (accountability) as the presence of others in decision 
making. Kurzban, DeScioli & O’Brien found that participants who had the perception to stay 
anonymous in a social dilemma would be less likely to punish a wrongdoer (a defector) than if the 
same situation occurred but the participant did have an audience to explain it to later on. The 
presence of this audience is what influences the likelihood of the TPP.  
Reis & Gruzen (1976), have experimented with accountability at; the group level, 
experimenter level and private level. The outcome of their research was that awareness 
(accountability) influences the way resources are allocated. Participants were told that the 
experimenter, the group, or nobody would be aware of their allocation decisions.  
The experiment consisted of a participant allocating 5 dollars equally amongst 4 ‘other 
participants’ or allocate the 5 dollars based on input of the other participants. When group members 
chose to not contribute equally, the allocator (participant) would have two choices. The first choice is 
to equally distribute the resources (5 dollars) amongst the group members. The second option was to 
distribute the resources based on input. The latter was called an equity strategy. The participants 
chose equity strategy’s significantly more often than equality when they were held accountable by 
the experimenter. The participants chose equality strategy’s more often (distributing the resources 
equally amongst the group members, regardless of their actual input) when held accountable on a 
group level. The manipulation consisted of a briefing prior to the allocation in the experiment. In this 
briefing, participants in the ‘group aware’ condition, were told their decisions to allocate would be 
8 
1176870, Rosjgar Fatah 
transparent and the 4 other participants would be able to discuss this together (Reis & Gruzen, 
1976). 
In this research the focus will be on how accountability influences leaders’ punishing 
behavior. The participant will be the leader of a group who be held accountable for his/her actions 
(except in the control condition). The levels on which the participant will be held accountable will 
vary. This can be on an interpersonal level (accountability to the experimenter), or on a group level 
(accountability to the group). By gaining information on the effects of different types of 
accountability, decisions can be made on working environments.  Also the distribution of 
responsibilities may improve in common resources, in environmental studies, and in corporate life. 
The main question will be: How does accountability affect third party punishment behavior in a 
common resource dilemma? 
When leaders do not take action at all, this is reviewed as highly negative for one’s 
reputation (Fatah, 2015). Therefore Hypotheses 1 will be: When accountable at the group level, 
punishment will be chosen more frequently than non-punishment. This is also in line with the 
findings from Kurzban, DeScioli & O’Brien (2007). 
Hypothesis 2: Punishment will be the least in the control condition as compared to the 
accountability conditions.  
Hypotheses 3: When accountable to the experimenter, punishment will be more frequently 
chosen in comparison to group level accountability. This is supported by Reis & Gruzen (1976) in the 
sense that an equity strategy punishes non-cooperators for their lack of contribution in comparison 
to others. 
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Methods 
Participants 
In this research participants were recruited from the Universiteit Leiden. All participants were 
recruited within the Faculty of Social Sciences and predestined internet pages for recruitment 
purposes. The research was combined with another experiment, a computer task. The aim was to 
have at least 150 participants (N=150), this meant that each cell would contain at least 50 
participants. Participants chose between two rewards for their participation; credits or an equal 
monetary compensation. 
Design 
The design is a 1x3 design. This is also known as a single independent variable with three 
levels. The dependent variable is punishment. Punishment has been measured with an interval scale. 
The independent variable is accountability. The three levels are; anonymous, accountable to the 
researcher, and accountable to the group.  
A third party sanctioning paradigm was chosen (Fehr & Fischbacher, 2004) as described 
earlier. This means that the participants were aware of the fact that they had an observing role in the 
social dilemma; the participant was not affected by the outcomes of the game. 
All participants were randomly assigned to one of the three conditions. 
Instruments 
 During the experiment the laboratory spaces of the Faculty of Social Sciences in Leiden were 
reserved for three days. Within the laboratory there were computers on which the common resource 
dilemma was simulated. The participants partook in similarly looking computer spaces to guard 
consistency. The simulated common resource dilemma was followed by a questionnaire. The actual 
interaction of the ‘group’ will be simulated, no real interactions of the social dilemma occurred (for 
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consistency reasons). To simulate the effects of a real common resource dilemma a fictive waiting 
time was shown to give the idea that not all participants were ready.  
 The punishment questions were on a categorical and interval scale; this has been used with 
success by Molenmaker, De Kwaadsteniet & Van Dijk (2014). The first question was on a categorical 
scale and gave the participants two options; to punish, or not to punish. The second question was on 
whom to punish; the non-cooperator or the cooperator in the common resource dilemma. The final 
question on punishment was to measure the size of the punishment, ranging from zero to twenty.   
 Also a set of four quiz-questions were added to the research to test whether participants 
have read the given instructions accordingly. These questions were on the nature and instructions of 
the manipulation and information of the research. Participants answered these (multiple choice) 
questions and were given the correct answer directly after the false or correct answer. 
 Besides the quiz-questions, a manipulation-check was programmed in the experiment. This 
manipulation-check served the purpose of double checking whether the participant has correctly 
understood to which level of accountability it has been assigned (control, experimenter, or group). 
This manipulation-check gives the opportunity to rule out participants that have not read the 
instructions of their role correctly. 
 Finally six motive-questions (see appendix) were added to measure to what extent the 
participants were motivated to account for their punishment choices.  
Procedure 
The participants were briefed before they took part in the experiment. During the 
recruitment process, the potential participants were told they would be participating in an 
experiment on tasks in a group setting. In this briefing the illusion was created that all computer cells 
are taken with other participants in a consistent matter. 
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 Before taking part in the experiment, an informed consent was given to each participant to 
be signed. Also after the experiment a debriefing took place on the actual intentions and situation of 
the experiment. This permission was granted by the ethical commission of the Universiteit Leiden. 
 Participants followed the procedure and design of the common resource dilemma like 
Molenmaker, De Kwaadsteniet & Van Dijk (2014) proved to be successful in their research. 
Participants believed they would be randomly assigned to one of the 4 possible roles: A, B, C or D. 
Players A, B and C could harvest a maximum of 100 coins from a common pool of 200 coins. All 
winnings would be kept to the players themselves. Player D would be observing the game and could 
not take part in the actual common resource dilemma. This was made clear in the instructions.  
The participants were unaware of the fact that role D was the only role possible. The pot of 
200 coins would be multiplied by 150% and distributed equally if all players left it alone and showed 
cooperative behavior. All the outcomes were simulated, remained unaffected and constant 
throughout the experiment. In the experiment participants were told that it is the aim to maximize 
the amount of coins gained. 
 The aim of the experiment was to find out whether participants would take different 
decisions based on the level of accountability. Kurzban, DeScioli & O’Brien (2007) have shown that 
their manipulation on experimenter accountability works. We had three conditions to manipulate. All 
these conditions were communicated through the computer screen on which the participants 
conducted the experiment.  
The anonymity condition was communicated with a debriefing after the experiments (this 
includes the first unrelated computer task).  
The condition in which the participant had to account for his/her actions was held in the 
same instruction sheet in all conditions. All instructions were presented on the computer screen. The 
participant was told that he/she has to explain his/her actions of the punishment decisions to the 
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experimenter. Kurzban, DeScioli & O’Brien (2007) have used a similar manipulation in a successful 
matter. 
The final condition was the participant accounting for his/her actions to the group (fictive 
participants A & B). Also this was communicated in the exact same moment as the conditions 
described above.  
Results 
General 
In total 155 participants participated (N=155). From this original sample, a few were excluded 
from the analysis. One participant had taken the test in 159 seconds, this deviates more than two 
standard deviations (SD=120) from the mean (M=442) of the total completion time. Therefore this 
participant has been excluded from the results due to an abnormal completion time. 
The quiz-questions were designed to check the understanding of the research on the 
participants (see appendix 2). After the quiz-questions, the correct answer was provided so the 
participant could learn the correct information on the research, prior to taking it. There was only one 
participant that had answered more than 1 out of the 4 quiz-questions incorrectly (2 wrong answers). 
Due to the fact that the correct answer was provided in the end, and the completion time of this 
participant was within 2 standard deviations from the mean completion time, this participant was 
not excluded. 
Finally the manipulation-check provided information on whether the participant had 
understood the instructions that corresponded with his/her manipulation (type of accountability). If 
there was a discrepancy between the perceived condition they were in and the actual condition they 
were in, the results were excluded from the analysis. For example; a participant in the ‘accountable 
to group’ condition was asked whether he or she had to account for his/her actions, and if so; to the 
group or the experimenter. This participant reported he/she had to account for his/her actions to the 
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experimenter. This was considered a discrepancy between his/her perceived condition and actual 
condition. In total 8 additional participants were excluded. N=146 will be analyzed.  
The condition that was accountable to the group had 53 participants, the experimenter 
condition 46, and the control condition had 47 participants. In total 24 males participated (age mean 
21 +/- 3,28 years) and 122 females participated (age mean 20,87 +/- 2,19 years) 
 In the experiment participants were ‘observers’ of the common resource dilemma. The 
participants could choose to punish the group members in the common goods dilemma. All of the 
participants chose to either punish the defector or not to punish at all. 
Hypotheses 
 Hypothesis 1: When accountable on group level, punishment will be chosen more 
frequently than non-punishment.  
To test this hypothesis, first a chi-squared (2) test was done to measure differences in 
punishment choice (to punish or not to punish) between the different levels of accountability. From 
the counts, no obvious conclusion could be drawn (see table 1).  
 
Table 1: Punishment choice counts 
 
punishmentdichotomous 
Total punish don't punish 
accountability no accountability 33 14 47 
to experimenter 29 17 46 
to group 40 13 53 
Total 102 44 146 
 
A chi-squared test was done, 2(2, N = 146) = 1.81, p = .404, which showed that there were 
no significant differences between the different levels of accountability on punishment choice. 
When punishment was considered as an interval variable (punishment size), similar 
insignificant results were found. 
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Table 2: Means punishment size 
 
N Mean Std. Deviation 
no accountability 47 4.21277 4.524985 
to experimenter 46 4.28261 4.602719 
to group 53 4.33962 3.694817 
Total 146 4.28082 4.238971 
 
When participants were accountable on a group level, the highest punishment sizes were reported 
(M= 4,33, SD= 3,69). However a one-way ANOVA with accountability as a factor and punishment size 
as a dependent variable showed F(2,145)=0,01 and p=.989. The effect was non-significant between 
groups. This suggests that no significant effect was found between the conditions.  
A reason for this result could be that the analysis takes 0-scores of punishment size into 
account. This meant that participants, who reported to punish the defector, punished 0. Therefore 
no punishment was actually given. All participants that reported a 0 on punishment size were 
excluded from the following F-test. When all 0 scores on punishment size were excluded from the 
analysis, N=102, and one-way ANOVA reported F(2,101)=0,66  with p=.519. This was still not in the 
95% confidence interval rate. Therefore hypotheses 1 can be dismissed. When accountable on group 
level, punishment is not significantly more frequent than non-punishment, neither is there a 
significant difference in punishment size. 
Hypothesis 2: Punishment will be the least in the control condition as compared to the 
accountability conditions. 
To test this hypothesis, table 1 and 2 could be interpreted again. The mean for punishment size in the 
control condition (no accountability) was indeed lower (M=4,21) than the experimenter (M=4,28) 
and group condition (M=4,33), but the effect was not significant. Also excluding the 0 scores did not 
15 
1176870, Rosjgar Fatah 
make the F-test significant. Therefore hypothesis 2 can be rejected as well. Punishment is just as 
frequent in the control condition as compared to the accountability conditions. 
Hypothesis 3: When accountable to the experimenter, punishment will be more frequently 
chosen in comparison to group level accountability. 
Also this hypothesis was unnecessary to analyze further. The chi-squared test resulted in an 
insignificant p-value. When considering punishment size (table 2), experimenter accountability 
scored even lower than group accountability. Hypothesis 3 can be rejected.  
Motive-questions 
As mentioned in earlier, six motive-questions were added to the experiment to test whether 
participants had interpreted the instructions correctly. The motive-questions should be measuring six 
different constructs; therefore an ANOVA analysis with accountability as a factor has been conducted 
for each motive question.  
The only motive-question which scored significantly, between the groups in accountability, 
was motive-question 2 with F(2,145)=5,24 and p<.01. This means that the other motive questions 
(see appendix) did not result in significantly different scores for the different levels of accountability. 
This will be further discussed in the discussion section. 
Discussion 
General 
 From the results, it can be concluded that all three hypotheses were rejected. There seems 
to be no significant effect between group accountability and experimenter accountability with 
respect to punishment intensity or the choice to punish. An explanation for this could be due to the 
fact that the manipulation of accountability may not have been successful. The motive questions 
provide proof for the fact that the manipulation of accountability had not been effective. The only 
motive-question that did measure significantly different between the three levels of accountability 
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was motive-question 2 (‘’To what extent did you have the feeling that you had to account for your 
choice to the experimenter?’’). In motive-question 2 participants could express to what extent they 
felt like they had to account for their actions to the experimenter. When compared to a similar 
question (motive-question 1), in which participants had to report to what extent they felt like they 
had to account for their actions to the group, this is an indicator that the manipulation has failed.  
Participants had a stronger motivation to explain their actions to the experimenter as 
compared to the group. This can have several reasons. Firstly the experimenters had personal 
contact with the participants (during the briefing and informed consent) before partaking in the 
experiment. Secondly, participants have not always been able to see, or speak to the other 
participants in the laboratory. However, this influence was not consistent throughout the research. 
There were moments where multiple (visible) participants where in the laboratory, and moments in 
which the participants were alone with the experimenter guiding him/her to the computer. 
Howard (1990) did an experiment in which he tested the willingness to comply. In his 
experiment he tested whether participants would be more likely to comply when they were greeted 
and asked on how they were doing. Participants were more likely to comply with the researcher his 
request (of buying cookies) than in a control group. Perhaps the basic social contact between the 
researcher and the participants in our experiment influenced the motivation to account for the 
decisions taken in the common resource dilemma. It could be possible that participants were more 
willing to comply with the researcher, and more motivated to account for their actions because there 
has been an interaction between the two parties. This effect is supported by Dolinski, Nawrat, and 
Rudak (2001).   
The current research was a conceptual replication of the research Kurzban, Descioli, and 
O’Brien (2007) conducted. However, there were some discrepancies, which might explain why we did 
not replicate the effect of accountability that was found in this earlier research. In the current 
research a common resource dilemma was simulated instead of a public goods dilemma. This choice 
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was made based on findings in earlier research, which showed that punishment is more frequent in a 
common resource dilemma when compared to a public goods dilemma (Molenmaker, De 
Kwaadsteniet & Van Dijk, 2014). Although this might be the case, in the current research it did not 
result in significant results between the accountability groups.  
An alternative explanation of the non-replication could be the amount of smaller 
discrepancies between the research Kurzban, Descioli, and O’Brien (2007) did and the current 
research. The current research called punishment by its true name, Kurzban, Descioli, and O’Brien did 
their best to avoid such terms and used ‘deduction’ as a sanctioning synonym. Also Kurzban, Descioli, 
and O’Brien (2007), made sure the participants got instructions that the experimenter would be met 
in person after the experiment. The participant and experimenter would be counting the contents of 
the envelope together. An even bigger discrepancy is the actual monetary situation. In the current 
research the money was all fictional and never the participant’s to keep or punish with. In Kurzban, 
Descioli, and O’Brien’s (2007) research, the money was handed to the participant and created extra 
sensory stimuli (visual and tactile presence of the monetary resources/rewards).  
 
Conclusion 
Kurzban, Descioli, and O’Brien (2007) found significant results between the control group and 
the accountable groups that were not replicated in the current experiment. Further research should 
aim to create stable laboratory conditions. Besides, earlier research from Reis & Gruzen (1976) on 
equity/equality strategy did find significantly different results between the different levels of 
accountability (anonymous, group, and experimenter). Precaution should be taken in making 
conclusions based on the current research. Earlier experiments have shown significant results in 
similar settings. It does create new research possibilities to validate or reject earlier research. 
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Also a replication of the current study with a public goods dilemma might find similar effects 
as Kurzban, Descioli, and O’Brien (2007) did. From our experiment the only possible conclusion is that 
no significant results were found between different levels of accountability on punishment, neither 
has earlier research been harshly rejected. For a rejection/disconfirmation of earlier research from 
Kurzban, Descioli, and O’Brien (2007), and Reis & Gruzen (1976), more research must be done.  
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Appendix 
Quiz-questions 
 
Original quiz-questions: 
Vraag 1: Is het pakken van munten uit de gezamenlijke pot goed voor de groepsopbrengst of goed 
voor de opbrengsten van degene die munten pakt? 
Vraag 2: Wat gebeurt er met de munten die achterblijven in de gezamenlijke pot? 
Vraag 3: Hoeveel munten moet jij (als persoon D) inleveren om een boete van 3 munten op te 
leggen? 
Vraag 4: Hoeveel munten heb jij (als persoon D) tot je beschikking om  een boete op te leggen? 
 
Translated Quiz-questions: 
Question 1: Is taking coins from the communal pot, good for the group results or good for the results 
of the person taking these coins? 
Question 2: What happens with the coins that remain in the communal pot? 
Question 3: How many coins do you (as person D) have to give away to sanction a fine of 3 coins? 
Question 4: How many coins do you (as person D) have to sanction a fine? 
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Manipulation-check 
 
Original manipulation-check: 
Moest jij je geldboete achteraf uitleggen? En zo ja, moest je dit dan doen aan de proefleider of aan 
de groep? 
 
Translated manipulation-check: 
Did you have to account for your sanctioned fine? If yes; to whom, the experimenter, or the group? 
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Motive-questions 
 
Original motive-questions: 
QuesList[1] := "In hoeverre had je het gevoel dat je je keuze achteraf moest kunnen uitleggen aan de 
groep?" 
QuesList[2] := "In hoeverre had je het gevoel dat je je keuze achteraf moest kunnen uitleggen aan de 
proefleider?" 
QuesList[3] := "In hoeverre voelde je je verantwoordelijk om een eerlijke keuze te maken?" 
QuesList[4] := "In hoeverre voelde je je verantwoordelijk om een rechtvaardige keuze te maken?" 
QuesList[5] := "In hoeverre hield je bij het maken van je keuze rekening met de voorkeur van de 
groep?" 
QuesList[6] := "In hoevere hield je bij het maken van je keuze rekening met de voorkeur van de 
proefleider?" 
 
Translated motive-questions: 
QuesList[1] :=  To what extent did you have the feeling that you had to account for your choice to the 
group? 
QuesList[2] :=  To what extent did you have the feeling that you had to account for your choice to the 
experimenter? 
QuesList[3] :=  To what extent did you feel responsible to make an honest choice? 
QuesList[4] :=  To what extent did you feel responsible to make a just choice? 
QuesList[5] :=  To what extent did you keep in mind what the group preferences might be? 
QuesList[6] :=  To what extent did you keep in mind what the experimenters’ preference might be? 
 
 
